
1ITY OF CARPINTERIA     ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD 

5775 Carpinteria Avenue     Meeting Date:  October 12, 2017 

Carpinteria California 93013 

 ACTION MINUTES  
The meeting was called to order at 5:40 p.m. by Richard Johnson, Chair. 

 

ROLL CALL 
Boardmembers present:  Richard Johnson 

                                           Grant Cox 

                                           Scott Ellinwood 

                                           Jim Reginato  

 

Boardmembers absent:  Dylan Chappell 

 

OTHERS PRESENT:  30 members of the public were in attendance. 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT:  None 

PROJECT REVIEW 
 

1) Applicant:  Steven Elson, Montana Avenue Capital Partners, LLC 

Planner:  Steve Goggia 

Project:  17-1876-DP/CUP/CDP 

Project Location:  6380 Via Real 

Zoning:  Industrial Research Park (M-RP) 
 

Hearing on the request of Steven Elson for Montana Avenue Capital Partners, LLC to consider 

Project 17-1876-DP/CUP/CDP for preliminary review of a request to redesign the Lagunitas office 

park building previously approved by the City Council in September 2008.  The proposed redesign 

would replace the approved 84,550 square foot office building with six separate, smaller office 

buildings, one at 22,000 square feet and five at 11,000 square feet (totaling 77,000 square feet) arranged 

in a campus setting.  A separate 4,000 square foot retail/restaurant building is also proposed, bringing the 

project total to 81,000 square feet, a reduction of 3,550 square feet from the approved project.  Project 

parking has been reduced from 340 spaces to 331 spaces.  The 8.63-acre site is zoned Industrial 

Research Park (M-RP) and shown as APN 001-190-097 located at 6380 Via Real. 
 

Staff presented an overview of the current project and described the history of the previous approval 

and subsequent concept review hearings for possible redesigns.   
 

The project representative team presented provided details concerning the selected colors and 

materials, landscape plan, and lighting plan.  They noted the selected plantings were intended to be 

native and/or drought tolerant, and that the site lighting had been designed to be low intensity, 

downward-facing and not result in any offsite spillover.  In response to various questions from the 

Board, the project representatives confirmed that the buildings’ interior lighting would make use of 

occupancy sensors, zoned lighting and similar energy efficiency measures as required by the Building 

Code.  They also explained that their intent was to screen/separate the private Lomita Lane from the 

office park’s parking lot using a combination of a fence and landscape plantings.  They explained that 

rough grading of the site was completed as part of the site preparation for the residential component 

of the Lagunitas project and only minimal additional grading was expected.  A portion of the project 

area would drain into the to-be-expanded existing detention basin at the northern end of the project 

site.  They also clarified that they had not yet determined whether to use permeable paving in the 

project design.   
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Public Comment:  

Grace Ann Graumann expressed concern over the heights of the building (noting the Lagunitas 

residences sit at a lower elevation), and the proximity of the buildings to the creek/creek paths.  She 

felt there was not sufficient landscaping (particularly trees) along the creek paths and gathering areas 

to buffer the proposed project.  She also thought the creek path should be fenced to separate it from 

the office park use(s).  She did not feel the proposed architecture related to the Lagunitas homes in 

any appreciable manner and was concerned with impacts from interior night lighting.  She suggested 

the retail/restaurant use would become the closest amenity to nearby public open spaces (including 

Rincon beaches) and could thus become a destination serving more than just local 

employees/residents.  Finally, she expressed a general concern with drainage, noting the area does not 

have good drainage. 

 

George Jimenez stated he likes his open space the way it is, and feels the proposed project is too 

massive and too close to the creek and creek paths.  He expressed a concern with employees from the 

business park using the creek paths and Lagunitas residences’ open spaces/amenities.  He also shared 

concerns over drainage.  He was not in favor of the introduction of a market or similar use to the site, 

noting these uses should remain downtown in order to further stimulate downtown business.  

Furthermore, he was concerned about traffic impacts such a use could bring to the area.  He also 

noted that the office park buildings’ windows are much higher than the adjacent residences, and could 

result in privacy impacts for nearby residents. 

 

Gary Graumann felt the proposed buildings should look more residential in character.  As designed, 

he felt they were too boxy and lacked articulation.  He expressed concern over whether there was 

sufficient parking provided given the higher occupancies of modern tech firms.  He was concerned 

with lighting impacts and reiterated that all lighting should be kept low intensity and night-sky 

friendly.  He said if the restaurant/retail space is approved, the neighborhood must be able to review 

and approve of the individual use(s) of the space. 

 

Tracey Laruenz shared similar concerns to the other speakers, expressing reservations over the 

proximity of the buildings to the creek/creek paths, security concerns resulting from both office park 

employees entering the Lagunitas residences’ property and from any future restaurant/retail/market 

use.  Overall, she felt the project negatively affected the residential character of their neighborhood.  

She was also concerned about impacts to traffic and parking along Via Real. 

 

Robert Rhoades felt the plans for the redesign had regressed, and asked that the applicants go back to 

the original approved design.  He suggested the proposed development as shown could be occupied 

by up to 14 tenants and could function as a 24/7 commercial development.  He felt strongly that the 

proposed design was wrong for the site and the community.  He was opposed to the introduction of 

the restaurant/retail space fearing it would become an attractive nuisance for highway travelers. 

 

Vera Bensen reiterated the need to preserve Carpinteria’s small beach town character.  She was not in 

support of introducing the restaurant/retail space into the M-RP zone district noting it would bring 

more traffic and activity.  She wondered if it were possible to reduce the prominence of the amount of 

parking, such as placing some if it underground.  She also was concerned with night lighting impacts.  

She noted she generally liked the idea of the smaller individual buildings so long as the height is kept 

down.  Finally, she asked if it were possible to gate Lomita Lane. 

 

Don Bensen expressed a preference for the original Barton Myers design noting it was more 
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residential in character, used natural materials and was designed in the Carpinteria vernacular.  He 

noted he liked the campus setting but felt the current design was too industrial looking and too boxy, 

lacking sufficient articulation.  He was supportive of the placement of mechanical equipment on the 

ground rather than on building rooftops.  He did not like how much of the site was devoted to 

parking, and he shared others’ concerns with lighting impacts.  He thought the buildings were too 

close to the creek and Lomita Lane; he noted if there campus were moved slightly to the south, the 

buildings could be repositioned to give these adjacent features a larger buffer.  He recommended the 

fence proposed along Lomita Lane be replaced with a four-foot high masonry wall designed to 

complement the buildings. 
 

Linda Lisiecki noted she was happy to see the parking lots had been moved away from the residences 

and somewhat buffered.  She was not happy with the placement/orientation of the mechanical 

equipment enclosures; recommending they instead be relocated to face the parking lot.  She did not 

feel it was appropriate to add amenities, such as the outdoor fire pits, that would encourage outdoor 

evening activity in the office park.  She had reservations about the possible inclusion of a 

retail/restaurant use, noting a coffee shop might be acceptable but a convenience store would not be 

okay.  She reiterated the need for local control/oversight of how such a building could be occupied.  

She also suggested the approved creek restoration plan list should be provided to the office park 

developers so they could incorporate a complementary planting plan into their design. 
 

Art Tiddens expressed a desire for a smaller development.  He also noted he was opposed to the 

inclusion of a restaurant/retail use.  He reiterated Mr. Bensen’s call for a solid masonry wall 

separating Lomita Lane from the office park development.  He also asked that construction staging 

occur entirely within the project site and that it not be allowed to use/block Lomita Lane.  A comment 

letter was also submitted by Mr. Tiddens to the ARB. 
 

Heather Tiddens wants to ensure office park employees will not walk/use Lomita Lane, noting it 

creates a dangerous situation for motorists.  She recommended signage be posted at the fire access 

gate prohibiting pedestrian use of the private drive.  She did not support the inclusion of the 

restaurant/retail space noting it could bring additional traffic, noise and afterhours activity to the 

currently rural area.  She requested denser landscaping throughout to soften/buffer the development. 
 

Verna Gindoff was primarily concerned with impacts to the creek habitat and bird species as a result 

of the proposed development, noting it was too close to the creek and the detention basin.  She noted 

outdoor amenities such as the fire pits and outdoor stairs could introduce inappropriate late night 

activity/noise.  She felt the proposed architectural style was too urban in design, and that the 

colors/materials did not successfully blend with the surroundings. 
 

Bryan Gindoff recommended the mechanical enclosures be roofed and be relocated/reoriented to face 

the parking lot rather than toward the creek/Lagunitas residences.  He also felt the project architecture 

included too much glass facing the residences and would result in glare/lighting impacts for the 

neighbors.  At minimum he felt the design should incorporate roll-down shutters or similar techniques 

to address night lighting concerns.  He noted the corners of the buildings closest to the creek lacked 

screening plantings; he suggested these corners be pulled back to leave room for sufficient landscape 

screening (e.g., trees). 

Cindy Lyon recommended the parking lot be heavily screened with vegetation and/or set down at a 

lower grade to reduce its visibility.  She expressed a preference for more trees throughout the project 

site.  She also felt the buildings were too close to the creek and paths.  She was also concerned about 

what types of uses might be allowed in the contemplated retail/restaurant space. 
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Livia DeGeorge asked why there was not any fencing proposed to separate the office park 

development from the Lagunitas residences and their amenities, noting security concerns related to 

trespassing.  She was not in support of the inclusion of outdoor amenities that would encourage 

evening activities, such as the fire pits.  She shared others’ concerns over noise impacts relating to the 

placement/orientation of mechanical systems.  Finally, she noted she was strongly opposed to 

anything like a convenience store from occupying the retail/restaurant space. 
 

Rob Schwalze was worried about site drainage from the office park, noting the site has poor drainage 

currently.  He also wished to see lighting looked at carefully to protect the dark night skies.   
 

Jim Gaskin acknowledged the approved concept for the site and noted simply that the proposed 

redesign was not what he expected and did not appear very “park-like”. 
 

A comment letter was also submitted by the Reynolds Family, expressing their concern with the 

industrial appearance of the project.  They asked that Lomita Lane be separated from the project site 

by a wall and/or heavy foliage to discourage foot traffic on the private drive.  They also expressed an 

objection to the proposed inclusion of the restaurant/retail use, noting the property is not zoned for 

this type of commercial use and believing it would detract from the rural character of the area. 
 

Boardmember Discussion:  

Boardmember Ellinwood reiterated that the office park development was supposed to be scaled and 

of a character appropriate for the site and its setting.  He noted that since the proposed redesign is the 

same height as the previously approved building design, it should be relatively simple to introduce 

some of the style, character and materials of the original approved Barton Myers design.  He noted 

the building does not make good use of natural lighting and does not account for different lighting 

conditions on the respective building facades.  He felt strongly that energy efficient features need to 

be incorporated into the design, and that, so far, he was not impressed.  Noise concerns related to the 

mechanical equipment need to be addressed (i.e., relocate and/or reorient).  He felt the buildings 

could be set back a little more from the creek, possibly by canting some of the buildings.  He noted 

the fire pits should be removed from the plans to address neighbor concerns.  He pointed out the 

project calls for extensive paving and that he expected to see the use of permeable materials and 

biofilters incorporated into the design.  He asked about the feasibility of installing a fence on the east 

side of Lomita Lane to discourage trespassing from the adjacent commercial/industrial buildings. 

 

Boardmember Reginato restated his preference for the original Barton Myers design and suggested 

that treatment be used for the campus concept.  In viewing the story poles for the current proposal, he 

noted the consistent building height created a uniform appearance with no break-ups or variation.  To 

remedy this, he suggested introducing some single story elements into the buildings.  He agreed that a 

fence or wall with dense landscaping was warranted along Lomita Lane.  He also agreed that 

permeable materials are needed with this much paving and that views of the parking area need to be 

screened/hidden/softened, particularly from nearby residences. 

 

Boardmember Cox was also in support of the use of a screening wall along Lomita Lane.  He 

suggested the landscape architect replace proposed trees/planting with native plantings acclimated to 

the area (such as coast live oaks around the detention basin).  He suggested that large boxed trees 

could be used around the building perimeters to help with screening right away.  He also expressed a 

desire to see denser plantings/screening along the Lagunitas Creek side of the development.  He noted 

he could be in support of a gate to keep undesired traffic off Lomita Lane.  He said drainage concerns 

should be looked into further. 
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Boardmember Johnson stated his agreement with the comments from the other Boardmembers.  He 

summed up his position by saying he liked the campus plan but preferred the Baryon Myers 

architecture. 

 

ACTION: Motion by Boardmember Ellinwood, seconded by Boardmember Reginato to continue the 

project to a future meeting with direction to respond to the public’s and Board’s comments. 

 

VOTE:  4-0 

 

OTHER BUSINESS:  None 

 

CONSENT CALENDAR: 

 Action Minutes of the Architectural Review Board meeting held June 29, 2017. 

 Action Minutes of the Architectural Review Board meeting held September 14, 2017.  
 

ACTION:  Both items were continued to the next ARB Meeting due to lack of a quorum. 

 

MATTERS REFERRED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION/CITY COUNCIL: None 

 

MATTERS PRESENTED BY BOARDMEMBERS/STAFF:  

 Staff provided an update on the outcome of the Segall/Dentler Residence Appeal to the City 

Council. 

 Sabetian Residence Remodel/Addition:  Staff asked the Board to confirm whether their 

comments concerning plan inconsistencies has been satisfactorily addressed.  The Board 

indicated errors still remained that needed to be fixed.  The Board also indicated that the 

electrical plan, as shown in the final drawings, appeared to show excessive lighting, and that 

they would prefer a more “cottage appropriate” night-sky friendly fixture if new lighting will 

be installed on all exterior elevations. 

  

ADJOURNMENT 
 

Chair Johnson adjourned the meeting at 7:30 p.m. to the next regularly scheduled meeting to 

be held at 5:30 pm on Thursday, November 16, 2017.  

 

All Boardmembers present indicated they would be in attendance. 

 

 

_____________________________________ 

Chair, Architectural Review Board 

 

ATTEST: 

 

____________________________________ 

Secretary, Architectural Review Board 

 

 


